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IN ANALYZING WAYS BY WHICH VARIOUS LANGUAGES SIGNAL THE 
RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF ELEMENTS IN A SENTENCE, ONE APPROACH 
(THAT OF TRANSFORMATION THEORY! IS TO RELATE EMPHASIS TO A 
TOPIC-COMMENT RELATIONSHIP. A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF SEVERAL 
ENGLISH, TURKISH, AND JAPANESE SENTENCES THAT TAKE DIFFERENT 
patterns of emphasis suggests that in each case THE SPEAKER 
MUST CHOOSE WHICH ELEMENT IS THE TOPIC AND WHICH IS A COMMENT 
ON THE TOPIC. THIS CHOICE OF TOPIC-COMMENT STRUCTURE IS 
COMMON TO MANY LANGUAGES, AND IN SOME LANGUAGES THE SIGNALS 
OF THESE RELATIONSHIPS ARE AN IMPORTANT PART OF SYNTACTIC 
STRUCTURE. FOR EXAMPLE, THIS RELATIONSHIP IS SIGNALED IN 
ENGLISH BY RELATIVE STRESS, IN TURKISH BY WORD ORDER, AND IN 
JAPANESE BY SEPARATE MORPHEMES. OF THE SEVERAL WAYS OF 
ANALYZING THIS PHENOMENON, ONE (THE TAGMEMIC APPROACH) IS TO 
ALLOW THE DEEP STRUCTURE TO DEVELOP BOTH A TOPIC-COMMENT 
STRUCTURE AND AN INDEPENDENT PHRASE STRUCTURE. ALTHOUGH A 
SENTENCE MAY HAVE IDENTICAL TOPIC-COMMENT STRUCTURE AND 
PHRASE STRUCTURE MARKERS, A NUMBER OF UNIQUE COMPOSITE DEEP 
STRUCTURES MAY RESULT FROM MAPPING THE PHRASE STRUCTURE ONTO 
THE TOPIC-COMMENT STRUCTURE IN DIFFERENT WAYS. THIS PAPER WAS 
PRESENTED AT THE UNIVERSITY OF KENTUCKY FOREIGN LANGUAGE 
CONFERENCE (BOTH, APRIL 89, 1967). (JD) 
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The title of this papor, fonrardci to the hosts for this conference 
last fall, is soneuhat of a misnomer © What I am here concerned about is 
the deep-structural nature of such natters as relative emphasis and the 
relationship called Topic— Comment* Stress itself is the phonological cor- 
relate of emphasis in some languages and under certain circumstances* I am 
not here concerned vdth the phonological phenomenon knora as s tres s* but 
rather with the \mys in which varioi\3 languages signal en^hasis and \iith some 
suggestions for tho elaboration of theory to account for these matters. 

In his MIT monograph, Intonation^^Perco^^^ ( 1967 ) which 

came to my hand but recently, liebcrman says that emphasis is prominence not 
^y* the stress rules of the phonological component and tliat it may 
result from the presence of an emphatic morpheme in the underlying deep 
phrase marker (p*ih^)« My purpose here is to show how the generation of such 
a deep-structural emphatic morpheme may be related to the Topic-Comment con- 
cept and the demonstrate, with examples from three languages, ways in >^ich 
such an empliatic element in the deep structure results in different surface 

My particular area of Interest for soma years has been Turkish* There 
seems now to be rather general agreement concerning the facts of Turkish 
word— stress placement as evidenced in Lees* P h o nol o gy^ of Modem Standard 

Refe rence Graroiar of Modern Turkish and Bob Meski31»fi 
two Texas dissertations on the suprasogmentals and the transforii'iational 
syntax of Turkish* But, as Meskill says in his doctoral dissertation, the 

intricacies of the relation of pitch contours to svntact- 
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I doubt if tJiese mattors have been worked out for any language. 

I believe the reason for this is that nobody has to date defined deep 
structure deeply enough and nobody has yet demonstrated how, in fact, 
the province of the base component of a grairinar can be expanded to in- 
clude enough of what we have often called seirantics to actually do what 
Chomsky and Postal and otliors say the base component must do — which is 
to provide all the structural data required for a full semantic inter- 
protation. 

Tho difficulty, as Chomsky very clearly indicates in various places 
in Aspects of the Thuory of Syntsx, is to dotermino the relations which 
must, in fact, be defined in the base component of a grammar if it is to 
be the sole source of the semantic interpretation of a sentence — or dis- 
course — or whatever unit is required. Chomsky states, as do the tagmsme- 
cists that these relations are * grar.matical* and illustrates with such con- 
cepts as * sub ject-of * , *objoct-of* etc. which everybody will accept as 
grammatical — narrowly defined — and as syntactic relations, not semantic 
ones. 

But on page 163, in his discussion of the boundaries between syntax and 
semantics, Chomsky cites an interesting case from Cook Wilson (1926} con- 
cerning the statement Glass is elastic. 

In the two possible readings of that sentence: Glass is elastic, and 

Glass is e las tic. , Wilson observed what he interpreted as a shift of * sub- 
ject* from glass to elasticity. Chomsky speaks of the grammatical subject 
as coiTpared to the logical or psychological subject and observes that •what- 
ever the force of such observations m.ay be, it ssorrs that they lie beyond the 
scope of any existing- theory of language structure or language use.* 
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It seewa clear to n>3 that in the sentence Glass is elastic# glass 
is the topic concerning which elasticity is the ^iraient while in Glass 
is e lastic# elasticity is the topic and glass is the coranont# 

Chomsky, on page 2si of Aspects, has a footnote on Topic and CoiTiment 
in which ho suggests that Topic be allowed to refeij^ to the leftmost NP 
in the surface structure immediately dominated by »S*, but this is clearly 
inadequate to explicate the Glass is elastic examples, since in the read- 

«b«m» wmimi #mhm m wm mm ^ ^ 

topic — elasticity — is neither leftmost nor an 
NP in the sm'facc structure# 

In their discussions of English sentences (and others, too) transfer iiational 
linguists . generally assume what they call * colorless* stress-intonation 
patterns# It seems to me that no stress-intonation pattern which can be 
placed on this glass-elastic example can be so described or, at least, that 
we need to sot up some formal criteria for such a designation as * colorless*. 

Iot*s take another very simple English sentence — the greeting. How are 
you? This sentence cannot be pronounced with a *colorless* intonation-stress 
pattern. It* s either Hew^ ARE you? . or J[OU? — or possibly some 

other much less common reading. It is said that the first of these can only 
be said by the initiator of a conversation and the second by either partici- 
pant, and this is probably true, but the reason for these restrictions must 
be sought in the relation of the Topic-Gcmment structure (signalled by the 
stress-intonation patterns) to the external social situation. In other words, 
it seems to me that this, too, is a matter of topic and coMnent, signalled by 
prominence, and that the speaker is somehow constrained by the grammar and the 
external situation to choose oif^or another reading# 
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What I am here suggesting, then, is that in English at any rate, an 
interestingly large number of sentences involve eirphasis marked by stress 
(or to use Lieborman*s term — ’prominence*) as a signal of uliat I call 
Topic-Comment relationchip and that a speaker is constrained by the grammar 
to make a choice bstvreon alternatives in this respecto 

Now I shall try to demonstrate, by reference to other languages as well 
as to English, that this matter of topic-comment structure is common if not 
universal in hum;m language and that most languages in fact force a speaker 
to make such choices, that in some languages the signals of these relation- 
ships are very clearly matters of the syntactic component of their grammars, 
that the syntactic component of English and othor languages must, if all the 
signals required foi’ a full semantic interpretation are to be present, contain 
specifications of those relationships, and that theory must be expanded to 
account for those matters. 

In my Turkish grammar (1963) — a taxonomic grammar — I stated that 
•successive segr^nts of an utterance, whatever the [phrase structure] re- 
lationships signalled by suffixaticn patterns, are topics to which succeeding 
segments within the utterance are comments.* I was, and am, aware that 
Topic-Goirmont structure in Turkish is not that simplistically linear — but 
that is a matter of embedding and the case for the simple sentence is as I 
have stated it. I pointed out with a number of examoles ways in which, in 
Turkish, shifts of marked elements within the surface word-order of a sen- 
tence, often accompanied by stress-intonation shifts as well, signal shifts 
in the Topic-Comment structure of the sentence. Item A on your handout gives 
some examples of ouch shifts. Ai through kk exhibit word-order shifts. k$ 
snd A6 are included to show that Topic-Coraiant shifts may also, in simple sen- 
tences, be associated with matters other than word-order. But our concern 
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here is primarily with Ai through AU and their translations* [READ] 

Meskill in his Texas dissertations gives rules in the transformational 
component of the grammar to provide, with appropriate constraints of con- 
text, for some shifts of word-order and of stress — though not exactly the 
ones here exeinplified. He, of course, accepts one word-order and one stress 
pattern as canonical (or * colorless*) and writes his rules in terms of shifts 
from these. Note that he does this in the transformational component* But 
theorists now maintain, quite cogently, that the transformations are not per- 
mitted to introduce meaning-bearing elements* StockweH, in a lecture at 
FSI, used the sentences* H e used a Imi f e^ to^ c ut t^^sala r 1 * and He_c ut^ the 
salami with a knife* as examples of the kinds of probleriis of obvious semantic 
relation between sentences which cannot be handled in the transformational 
component because of the constraint that that component may not introduce 
such content words as *used* in the example* Chomsky lists a number of 
similar pairs. 

I submit that the distinction between, for example, sentences Ai and As 
on the handout — a distinction which I call a difference of Topic-Cooient 
structure — is just as much an introduction of new meaning into the sentence 
as would bo the selection of a suitably worded paraphrase, and should be sub- 
ject to the same constraint — that it cannot be introduced in the transforma- 
tional component of the grammar* 

The two ways out of this problem are to relax the constraint — which would 
open a Pandora’s box — or to perrd.t the base component to generate in some way 
the Topic-Comment distinction r 

Just last Friday (April 21) after Ihis paper had been drafted and tried 
out on ny FSI colleagues, I received a xerox of a draft of a chapter of a 
dissertation currently being worked on at UCLA* In the chapter, Terence Moore 
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treat* at length >i,at he oaUs ■ The Function an. , 

SSi2ia2Xj£.2“®E_Sti;uct^> . it is an interesting confirmation of 
what I have been saying, that he also concludes that the assigmnent of 
Topic-Co»ent must precede the transformtional component. 

let us also briefly look at the few sentences from Japanese printed as 
Item B on the handout. Here B, and Ba illustrate the use of «a and ga to 
wk the erawatioal subject as, respeotli-ely. Topic and Co»ent. B3 and 
Bh are Introduced merely to show that the pitch pattern normally found on 
sentences with ga also occurs on wa sentences and thus the Intonation and 
the H=SS , Topic^o»ent marker, operate at least partially independently. 

Note that the introduction of particles (wa or ga) into the Japanese 
sentences, the shifts of word-order in the Turkish, or the stress-intona- 
tion differences on the English translations of Item A are not what the 
transformtional component is precluded from doing. Ti-ansformations can 
provide the mechanism of such shifts, but they ai. precluded from motiva- 
ting them — that is, from introducing the meaning elements which alone 
can account for the choice of one or another of these alternatives. 

liberman, in the monograph referred to, suggests that the seenental 
^crface-structural feature which he calls gr^jdne^ce can follow from the 
presence of enphatlc elements in the deep phrase marker. That is in 
English. I think I have demonstrated with the Turkish and Japanese examples 
that e^hasis can also be marked in the surface structure by matters of 
word-order and of the selection of particles. It remains to explore brief- 
ly the nature of the mechanisms in the deep structure which result in the 
insertion of a morpheme of emphasis which, by processes different for each 
example language, result ir. surface-structure manifestations ~ prominence, 
order or particles ~ anipossibly other^ devices in other languages. 
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One possible mechanism — an essentially tagmemic solution to the 
problem •— is to do -what is done in items C through H on the handout 
for Turkish examples Ai through A-U« Here we allow the deep structure 
to develop a Topic-<3oTnment structure (Item C) c^d an independent 
phrase structure (Item D) for these sentences. Note that the Topic- 
Comment structure and the Phrase Structure markers are the same for all 
four sentence So Now the phrase-structure is mapped onto the Topic-Comment 
Structure (the reverse would also be possible) in such a way that it can 
bo said [see Item E] that. in sentence Ai the Topic of the Sentence is mani- 
fested by the N? of S (which is, of course, the sub.jec t by Chomsky* s defini- 
tion of the sub;Je^-of relation), while (see Item G] in sentence A 3 the Topic 
of the Sentence is manifested by the complemant of the VP (vihich, again, could 
be defined functionally by its position relative to the dominating node in 
the Phrase Structure.) Similarly the other nodes of the Topic-Comment struc- 
ture are nanifestod by various nodes of the Phrase Structure in such a way 
that each of the sentences Ai through AU (and several others v^ich would be 
possible with the same segmental components) has a unique composite Deep . 
Structure resulting fi*om the mapping of the Phrase Structure onto the Topic- 
Coraraent structure in a unique way. 

Certain other possible solutions have been suggested during discussion ' 
of these matters at. the Foreign Service Institute. One is illustrated in 
Items I, J and K of the handout where the substantive nodes in the Phrase 
Structure are permitted to develop a bifurcation into the dummy symbol -DELTA- 
and the residue, where the durany symbol stands for the morpheme of eiphasis. 
The structural index of this morpheme will specify that it can be, within^ a 
single with n enphasis-accepting nodes, represented by n-i degrees 
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of emphasis such that only one occurrence of a single degree is permitted. 

We can designate these degrees of emphasis as E, E-i, E-a etc. Item K 
now represents the ordering of the emphatic elements (E, E~i, etc.) se- 
lected to replace tlia dummy symbols in the deep structure of the four sen- 
tences Ai through A!*. Note that this ordering is the same for the Turkish 
and the English examples. This is appropriate since, if there were a 
difference at this point of the deep structure, there should also be a 
difference of meaning and the English vould not be a proper translation 
of the Turkish. The transformational part of the sjnitactic cojiponent can 
now take care of the mechanisms which result in the assignment of word-order 
to the Turkish surface structure andl^o^^romincncs in the English surface 
structure as the correlates of the do op-structural emphasis. 

Native speaker intuition, incidentally, accepts Ai in either language 
as the * colorless* or perhaps » least colorful* reading. This is thf; sen- 
tence in which, In the tagmemic solution, the topic-comment and plirase 
structures are most nearly isomorpliic and in which, j.n the dummy-symbol 
solution, the Es are numerically ordered from top to bottom of the tre«^(E-K, 
E-1, E). This procedure might suggest a way in which colorless or canonical 
ciT$)hasis patterns mi^t be established whether their surface— structural cor- 
relates are prominence, word-order whifts, particles or whatever* 

Another colleague has suggested that the emphatic element could be 
introduced by positing two sentences in the deep structure — says 
Ali went to Ankara yesterday, and It was Ankara, 
which, when combined with appropriate delection of certain redundancies 
could transform the double occurrence of An kar a into Anka^ plus erphasis. 
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Afiis does not account for the several degrees of emphasis exhibited by the 
example sentences. To do so would require the introduction of more sentences 
like, sayj it was yesterday. and we would be again faced 

with the problem inherent also in the dummy symbol solution namslys what 
is the mechanism whereby one part of the phrase-marker is nd^ assigned (E) 
and now (E-i) etc.? In the multi -sentence proposal we are left with the nscess 
ity of accounting for the selcctional process which orders the sentences as 
thayere combined so as to provide now major emphasis on Ahicara and secondary 

the reverse. 

Thus I return to the so-called tagmomic solution as the one which %ast 
accomits for the data. The final alternative — to allow what I have called 
Topic— uomynant relation to be part of the ser/iantic interpretation rather than 
of the base structure— is to rotroat from the field saying that matters of 
emphasis marked by surfaco stress or word order or particles are matters of 
*what the speaker > 7 antod to say* and cannot be handled by syntax. If this 
is so, then the base component is precluded from generating all the st 5 ?uctural 

signals and the semantic component is more than prely interpretive. 

A 

It is not the intent of this paper to suggest that Topic-Comment 
structure is the only deep structural component which must be matched 
up vd.th the Phrase Structure to provide for enphasis. It is quite possible 
that there are, in fact, other sets of relations having to do, for example, 
with contrastic emphasis — the domain of which is normally greater than the 
sentence — which must also be handled in the deep structure and liiich mi^t 
result also In degrees of emphasis. >Jhat I have atteiipted to demonstrate is 
that matters of o^^phasis, which in many languages have phonological mani- 
festations in strcss-intonational differences, and wliich arise from such 
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Deep-Structural- relations as Topic and Comment do, in fao-^havo to be 
specified in the Deep Structure phrase markers of the sentence if those 
markers are to provide all the data required for the semantic interpreta 



tion of the sentence* 
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aoth tAiiTtrti'^ of Kontuoky 
Forolga LaagUAgo Gonforonoo 
April 19, 1967 

A« Turklah Enapliat 

I s 1 

1* All I dui I Ankiri*yi glttl # 

a* All I inkara*ya | d 4 ) glttl # 

)• Axikara*ym | d&i | All glttl # 

A* l4L I inkara'ya | All glttl # 

5. All flttl # 

A. Ali I glttl # 



Foraign Sarrloa Inatltuta 
U« S* Dapartmnt of Stata 
Washington, D* 0 * 



AU wnt to ANKARA y«tord«r / 
Ali want to Ankar* TESTERQAT. 
All aant to Ankara yastarday # 
ALI rant to Ankara yaatarday* 
AU went. 

All LEFT. 



B. JatMinaaa IxanidLass 

i« Kora wa a^a*l dasu. 
a. Ka?a |a al^i dasu. 
3 * Ara wa dasu ka 7 

A. ag; wa nilPfi dasu ka? 



This is RED. 
THIS Is rad. 
Vhat*s that? 
WhaVs THAT? 



1. In tha translations CAPITALIZATIOH Indioatas a major anphasis, undarllnlng 
a saoondary ona. Thasa nattars ara imprasslonlstlo and I do not pTatand 
to hawa imda an analysis of their acoustic or articulatory oorralatas. 

(ef., howavar, Uabaman, Intonation, Parcaptlon_and_Languagt f MIT, 19^*) 
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C« TopLc-CoMMBt Struotur# of Turkish Exanplost 

Sontonoe. 



Topic 



CoMMnt 
topic^"^^ ^'^^coimont 



D« Riroto-Stniotiiro of Turkish Ejcsaplsst 




PrsdloAto Phrsso (PP) 



Adsorb (A) VP^ 

Conploaont (C) V 



E* CoHposiio Strueturo of Ai 



SontOBce 
(S) 



Topie 

(»P) 



COMMBt 

(») 



tbple 

(A) 



oommont 

(VP) 



?• CoHpooito Stmoturo of As 



Sootonoo 




Topic 

(w) 



COHMIlt 

^ (FP)\ 



tmlc ecMMBt 

(C) (A + V) 
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0* OMpoilt* Structure of As 



Sentence 
(S) 



Topic 

(C) 



Comment 

(A+NP+V) 



topic 

(A) 



comment 

(NP+V) 



H« Cempoeite Structure of AI 4 



Sentence 
(S) 



Topic 

(A) 



Comment 



topic 

(c) 



comment 

(NP+V) 



I« AltemetiTu Deep Structure of Turkish Exasplest 



A 



NP 

/ \ 



R* 



( ) 



Ali 




V 

-ry tense person 



( ) Ankers»ym ^t PAST srd 



t» R • residue of nodal element after removal of emphasis* 
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J. Poiniblt D««p Structure of English Translations of Ai-Ut 




K« Order of Selection of Enphatic Elements Sentences Ai-I*f 



Ai (I-a) (E-i) (gj 

(B-*) (E) (B^) 

A3 (E) (E-i) (B^) 

CE-a) 



AI# (E) 



(B— t ) 



